matters. For example, if the materials universally cause computational breakdown, then individual differences will be inconsequential.
What we can say for certain on the basis of this evidence is that there is no known universally applicable way in which memory measures relate to acceptability judgments. Beyond this, we are faced with a stark example of the conclusions we would be forced to draw if we accepted SWP's logic: if a failure to find a correlation between WM measures and acceptability decrements is evidence that grammatical constraints -and not processing constraints -underlie a contrast, then both HSS and SWP have "evidence" that multiple center embeddings are ruled out by grammar and not by processing.
In light of this reductio, we conclude that there is simply nothing new to be learned from either SWP1 or SWP2 about how grammatical constraints and processing factors like WM limitations interact in the processing of island structures.
2 Their conclusions that processing explanations of island effects are to be abandoned in favor of grammatical stipulations (island constraints) are not only unwarranted, they also lead us into a quagmire of non-evidence regarding the underpinnings of acceptability contrasts.
Notes * Comments and suggestions from Herb Clark, Ted Gibson, Robin Melnick, and Tom Wasow helped us considerably in framing the content here. We also thank Jon Sprouse, Matt Wagers, and Colin Phillips for providing access to their materials and stimulating discussion of the issues.
